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»  SBPF will monitor areas immediately adjacent to the revetment after storms to determine if end
scour is occurring.

» If end scour is occurring, additional sand mitigation will be provided to abate the situation.

» SBPF also will continue to monitor the extensive existing shoreline monitoring transects to
determine if the project is causing impacts to downdrift beaches.

» If downdrift impacts are found the sand mitigation program will be adjusted.
e el e T ]









Why not Retreat Alternative?
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As Sara Alger stated at the last meeting, retreat is usually treated as moving a house
back on the same lot, not requiring the acquisition of additional land.

The Town has conducted a preliminary evaluation of providing additional access to
Baxter Road. This would involve the need for takings, large damage awards and
substantial costs to relocate the roag and utilities, if this is even feasible.

The Town is not planning for alternative access at the moment. The Town has entered
into a MOU allowing the SBPF to try to protect the road.

SBPF has agreed to use its best efforts to design and arrange for approval of this
protection.
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Public Access
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Vegetation

Beachgrass will be planted first.

Woody vegetation will be planted after the bank surface is stabilized.

: American Beachgrass Bayberry
E‘-' ¥ (Ammophila § (Myrica pensyvanica)
' h@ breviligulata)
-

Beach Plum
(Prunus maritima)
Creeping Juniper
(Juniperus

horizontalis)
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Sarah Oktay referred to an article that she added to the record
entitled “Local extirpations and regional declines of endemic
upper beach invertebrates in southern California” published in
Estuarine, Coastal and Shelf Science (2013).

This article focuses on two species of isopods (beach or sand
fleas) that reside in the supratidal or high intertidal beach zones
along the California coast.

This particular study focused on their distribution between Santa
Barbara and San Diego.

The article indicates that various coastal urbanization activities
have caused a reduction in numbers of these two species.

Coastal urbanization includes activities such as large beach
nourishment, river damming, beach grooming and coastal
armoring that affects sediment supply to the beach.

The armoring projects in the areas of this study typically do not
include sand mitigation associated with them.

Also, this section of the California coast is divided into cells by
rivers, headlands, etc. and since the isopods can’t swim, they are
not able to easily get dispersed between cells.

Sconset not comparable: Not heavily urbanized coast (LA, Long
Beach, San Diego, etc.); No beach cells and sand mitigation
associated with this project.
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The proposed project is not water dependent under the local definition and will require waivers

» The local definition of Water Dependent Project or Uses is “projects which require direct
wetlands access for their intended use and therefore cannot be located out of the Area
Subject to Protection Under the Bylaw...”

» The revetment must be located on the coastal bank and coastal beach wetland resources
for the intended use of providing storm damage prevention, thus it clearly meets the
definition of a water dependent project.

» The Nantucket Conservation Commission on 11/14/12 issued an Order of Conditions
approving a coastal engineering structure at 93 and 99 Eel Point Road (SE48-2479) and
they made the Additional Finding 4 as follows: “The Commission finds that the project is a
water dependent project as it requires direct wetlands access for its intended use and
therefore cannot be located out of the Area Subject to Protection Under this Bylaw.”



The loss of coastal beach resource area will result in adverse effects on wildlife, erosion control,

storm damage prevention, and recreation

The Project’s compliance with this provision is set forth in Section 5.0 of the NOI.

We review the lack of significant impacts on wildlife, erosion control, storm damage
prevention, and recreation in the following submitted documents:

=  Sections 4.0 and 5.0 in the NOI

= “Responses to Questions from the Nantucket Conservation Commission asked at Public
Hearing on July 24, 2013”

» Technical memo from Mike Ludwig dated January 23, 2012 and submitted to the
Conservation Commission on July 24, 2013

» Public Access Plan included in July 31, 2013 hearing presentation and updated in today’s
submission

The above document that there will be no adverse impacts to wildlife, including mole crabs
and sand fleas.

Public access will be maintained or enhanced, through the provision of a walkway along the
top of the revetment and additional stairs. The existing Sconset Foot-path will be protected.

The project will benefit erosion control and storm damage prevention by protecting the bank
while also providing annual sand mitigation.
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LEGEND

Existing Revetment Location

Scale 1:348,480 0
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Many revetments in Massachusetts are
exposed to Northeaster storm waves
and they have protected upland
properties from storm damage.

Northeasters tend to be the most
severe coastal storms that we
experience because they can last
several days over numerous high tide
cycles.



Revetments and Wave Energy
1,400 ft Long Montauk Point Revetment, NY

= Similar Wave Energy to Sconset

= Similar bank composition of glacial sediments



Revetments and Wave Energy
5,000 ft long Revetment at Oceanside, California

Ot J \ \\: iy

= Similar Wave Energy to Sconset

= Revetment has protected houses for last 30+ years.
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Revised Typical Section

~ DESIGN INPUTS:

CALCULATION OUTPUTS:

FSWL = EL: +10.2 ft MLW

: in Mg | TR B " MAX RUNUP = EL. +25 ft MLW "

SWLIIIII.\'H_: EL; +12.5 ft MLW
WAVE SETUP=391f .
MUDLINE = +8 ft MLW 1 wpa sy ;
WATER DEPTH AT STRUCTURE (d) = SWL + SETUP - MUDLINE
Hsio=d *0.78=6.11t*0.78 = 4.8 ft
. Hsw=d*078=84ft*078=65ft _
' THEREFORE, USE Hs = 5.5 ft FOR CONSERVATIVE DESIGN

'ARMOR SIZE (SEE BELOW)
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